the Akkadian present-future iqabbi produced yi-qa-bi, which functioned as preterite meaning "he did [not] say."12 The Akkadian 3ms. preterite form issur was provided with the Canaanite Ics. aleph prefix (zero, in cuneiform) and present-future suffix -u, producing the form is-sdi-ru, which functioned as a present-future, meaning "I am guarding"; similarly, applying the Canaanite 3ms. prefix yi-and present-future suffix -u to the Akkadian preterite ikfud yielded yi-ik-su-du, which functioned as a present-future meaning "he arrives."'3 And the Akkadian 3ms. infixed-t preterite form ilteqe was provided with the Canaanite 3ms. prefix yi-and present-future suffix -u, producing present-future yi-il-te-qd, meaning "he takes"; the same form plus the Canaanite volitive suffix -a produced volitive il-te9-qa, meaning "may he [not] take."'4
This kind of hybridization was applied to Akkadian verbal adjectives as well: Akkadian paris forms served as bases to which the suffixes of the Canaanite suffix conjugation (usually termed perfective) were added, yielding forms such as na-sir-ta, meaning "you guard," composed of the Akkadian verbal adjective nasir plus the Canaanite 2ms. suffix -ta (EA 112: 9, cited in CAT II: 287). The paradigm of the Canaanite suffix conjugation was even grafted onto prefixed Akkadian verb forms, resulting in even more peculiar creations, in which both Akkadian and Canaanite suffixes might be employed: for example, the Akkadian present-future ibafsi plus the Akkadian ics. suffix -dku were combined into i-ba-aS'-Salo-ku, meaning "I am," and the Akkadian preterite izziz plus the Canaanite Ics. suffix -ti were combined into iz-zi-iz-ti, meaning "I stood" (or, "I was stationed"; see CAT II: 284 and 319-23 for citations of these and related forms). Here is a table illustrating the formation of such "hybrid" verb forms: Along with these invented forms the Canaanite scribes also wrote both normal Akkadian forms, like 3mpl. present-future ippus', "they do," and Ics. predicative marsaku, "I am sick," and real Canaanite verb forms, like ia-ti-na, "may he give," and ia-sa-at, "it (fem.) 
These two verb forms occur in

HYBRID LANGUAGE OR AKKADOGRAPHIC CODE?
This array of composite forms and usages prompts asking who could have communicated using this hybrid of Canaanite and Akkadian-could it have been spoken, or was it used only in writing? If anyone spoke it, who could have understood what he was saying?
On practical grounds the postulate that this Canaano-Akkadian hybrid was used in speech seems as unlikely as it is unnecessary. Consider the practice of applying Canaanite affixes to already-inflected Akkadian verbs, yielding composite forms that existed in no one's own language. These and the multitude of other features characteristic of Canaano-Akkadian combine to make nonsense in terms of either Canaanite or Akkadian; how could speakers of either language have interpreted words like yi-il-te-qti and iz-zi-iz-ti, and disentangled the mix-up or misusage (at first blush haphazard) of negative particles, pronouns, prepositions, and conjunctions? What the Canaanite cuneiform scribes wrote would have been unintelligible to speakers of Canaanite, hardly comprehensible for native speakers of Akkadian, and difficult at best for the Canaanite scribes' colleagues from Egypt and elsewhere, who, like them, used Akkadian for writing in cuneiform.16 Spoken Canaano-Akkadian would surely have sounded as absurd as it was obscure in the ears of each of these groups. The creation of such a hybrid language is not impossible, for spoken hybrid languages having similar characteristics are indeed known (see further below); but who needed to speak a hybrid of Canaanite and Akkadian? Considering that Canaanites and Egyptians, in particular, had interacted directly with each other for centuries, while any Akkadian speakers in Canaan would have to have been competent in a local language as well, it is much simpler to suppose that these people communicated orally using each other's languages, through interpreters when necessary, rather than positing that they compromised on the question of whose language to speak by blending them. 17 If it was not spoken, could Canaano-Akkadian have been a language invented for use in writing only? But again, who needed it, for communication with whom?
The Canaano-Akkadian hybrid was written almost exclusively by Canaanite scribes. With occasional significant exceptions, discussed below, no one outside Canaan who wrote letters addressed to Canaanite rulers wrote them in Canaano-Akkadian; in other words, Canaanite scribes did not read tablets that were written in the same hybrid language in which they themselves wrote. Meanwhile, letters the Canaanite scribes wrote could not have been read as written. No scribe reading such a letter, whether to Pharaoh or his staff, to a local Canaanite ruler, or to any other addressee, would have read out loud what was actually written on the tablet; certainly he would not have read those hybrid verb forms out loud, unless perhaps for comic effect! He would necessarily have rendered what he read into the language appropriate for his audience. Thus, no matter who read a Canaano-Akkadian letter to whom, it was not read in Canaano-Akkadian. In sum, this hybrid was not used for mutual communication even in writing.
The hybrid combining Canaanite with Akkadian was not, therefore, really a language, but an artifact of writing in cuneiform. It looks as if it were Canaanized Akkadian, because the sign sequences usually spell Akkadian words, just as some Mesopotamian texts would look as if they were written in Sumerian, were it not for an occasional Akkadian suffix or word.
These paragraphs will provoke the objection that situations of language contact have in fact given rise to a multitude of diverse mixed languages, including ones that structurally resemble Canaano-Akkadian in at least some features, and that therefore Canaano-Akkadian falls readily into a class of contact languages and should be understood as one. The sociolinguistic situation of Egyptian-ruled Canaan, where Akkadian had already attained currency as a written language in the Middle Bronze Age and Hurrian was introduced in the Late Bronze, would appear to have been an excellent locus for development of a contact language, and other known hybrid languages would seem to provide good analogies on the basis of which to explain Canaano-Akkadian. However, the existence of a particular type of analogy is not by itself sufficient to show that this analogy is valid for the case under discussion, and the explanation of Canaano-Akkadian on the contact-language model is flawed in several respects.
First, the circumstances of language contact in Late Bronze Age Canaan do not really fit the typical parameters for mixed-language genesis very well, and to the extent that they may fit, the kind of mixed Canaano-Akkadian language ostensibly represented in writing is not the kind of contact language that is likely to have emerged under those circumstances. In a recent survey work on the subject of language contact, Sarah Thomason provides a typology of contact languages (or mixed languages).18 She classifies such languages into three main types, pidgins, creoles, and bilingual mixed languages, and she defines each of these types and delineates the typical circumstances of their genesis (with the caveat that the diversity of real mixed languages resists conforming to types), as follows. Pidgins and creoles arise in situations involving groups who speak two or more different languages, do not share a common language, and need to communicate with each other; for various reasons, they do not fully learn each other's languages and instead develop a new language, usually deriving most of its vocabulary from the language of one of the groups in contact and deriving its grammar, through a process of "negotiation," from all of the languages in contact. The , 1994) , use the term "mixed language" to denote only the type that Thomason calls bilingual mixed languages, and distinguish this type from the category "contact language" (see, e.g., Bakker and Mous's introduction to Mixed Languages, pp. 1-11); however, the structure of classification and definition remains largely similar. distinction between a pidgin, which is no one's native language, and a creole, which is the native language of a group of speakers, hinges on the circumstances of their development and use: the former emerges when a common language is needed only for limited purposes, for communication among the groups in contact but not within any group, and therefore it develops limited lexical and structural resources; the latter emerges when a common language is needed for all purposes, not only among but within (one of) the groups in contact, and therefore it develops a full range of expressive resources (pidgins may, of course, become nativized and develop into creoles). The third type of contact language, a bilingual mixed language, is the creation of persons fluent in both of the source languages who develop a new language, using the lexical and structural resources of both source languages, as a manifestation of distinct ethnic identity. Thomason emphasizes that all mixed languages of this type share the sociolinguistic feature that they are "symbols of their speech communities-either badges of retention of part of a formerly more independent ethnic identity, or indicators of a newly independent ethnic identity" (Language Contact, 218). Pidgins and creoles develop in situations where groups who need to communicate with each other have no shared language, and bilingual mixed languages develop as the in-group languages of ethnically distinct bilingual communities.
How does Canaano-Akkadian fit into this typology? The circumstances of its emergence and use appear to resemble most closely those under which pidgins emerge, insofar as Canaano-Akkadian was used for limited communicative purposes, among groups speaking different languages, and never became anyone's native language. Yet it does not partake of the nature of a pidgin, in that its lexical and structural resources are not intrinsically limited (albeit some scribes were more capable of using these resources than others). 19 Moreover, the situation in which Canaano-Akkadian emerged can hardly have been one in which the groups in contact had no shared language, which is one of the conditions for pidgin/creole genesis. As pointed out already, it is unlikely that, over the course of centuries of interaction, Canaanites, Egyptians, and other participants in the Late Bronze contact situation generally failed to learn each other's languages (only some, not all, members of each group need have learned the languages of other groups to violate the condition indicated). Structurally, Canaano-Akkadian most closely resembles bilingual mixed languages, but it does not share the sociolinguistic character of such languages: certainly Canaano-Akkadian was used almost exclusively by members of a distinct group, namely, Canaanite scribes, but they did not use it as a symbol of their distinctive identity, simply as their job. Thus, the circumstances under which Canaano-Akkadian came into being are not such as to have produced Canaano-Akkadian. Considered as a contact language, it appears to be a typological oxymoron. What is more, whereas other mixed languages, of all types, are attested as spoken languages, Canaano-Akkadian is attested only as a written medium of communication. That is of course practically a tautological statement when speaking of an extinct language. But to state the obvious fact that there exists direct evidence only for the writing of CanaanoAkkadian, not for speaking it, is to point out a fundamental difference between it and the contact languages to which it has been compared: contact languages develop as spoken languages. No known pidgin, creole, or bilingual mixed language has been developed and used 19 . Izre'el discusses the question of how to classify Canaano-Akkadian, and likewise determines that it is neither a pidgin nor a creole; he explores other terms and classifications as well (in particular "interlanguage," suggested by Gianto [see above, n. 2], which Izre'el rejects), and settles on describing it as a "mixed language" ("Methodological Requisites," ?1.5).
exclusively as a written language.20 Therefore, in order for the analogy explaining it as a contact language to be valid, Canaano-Akkadian would have to have been a spoken language.
And indeed S. Izre'el argues at length for the proposition that Canaano-Akkadian was spoken, as well as for analyzing it as a mixed language, in a forthcoming article ("Methodological Requisites"). In favor of the proposition that it was spoken, he argues that certain spelling outputs must reflect the phonology of Canaano-Akkadian speech, and that examples of morphological creativity in the verb system are evidence that Canaano-Akkadian was a living, spoken language (?2). Regarding the nature of this language, he claims that the Canaanite scribes thought of it as a dialect of Akkadian, supporting this claim on the basis of their use of fixed Akkadian formulae, "Akkadianisms," i.e., standard Akkadian forms within an otherwise Canaano-Akkadian text, and forms he identifies as pseudo-corrections. In addition, he adduces their practice of marking entirely Canaanite words with the gloss mark, as evidence that these scribes regarded words in their own language as foreign to the language they were writing (?3). Furthermore, he emphasizes that "variation is an inherent characteristic of the language of the Amarna Canaanite scribes," as it often is in situations involving two different linguistic systems (?1.5), and he devotes much space to describing and proposing rules for such variation within Canaano-Akkadian (??4, 5, and 6). On this and other criteria, according to Izre'el, Canaano-Akkadian is structured the same way as spoken mixed languages (?1.5); being fully analogous to other known mixed languages, it must have been one.21
While Izre'el's arguments merit serious consideration, many of them appear to me to be logically flawed. Those that are predicated on spellings and morphological creativity are best addressed in specific terms in the context of elaborating my own hypothesis, below (in the section titled "How They Wrote Canaanite in Cuneiform"); for the nonce, let the following points suffice. First, the arguments for spelling reflecting phonology entail postulates about the phonology of the substrate Canaanite dialects spoken by the scribes who wrote Canaano-Akkadian. That is to say, they are circular and rely on unknowns, since those Canaanite dialects are contemporaneously attested only through the medium of the alleged Canaano-Akkadian mixed language. Second, those of Izre'el's examples that cannot be accounted for equally well by orthographic mechanisms are simply too few to sustain the case in favor of Canaano-Akkadian having been spoken. As to the arguments concerning the nature of Canaano-Akkadian which are based on the use of Akkadianizing forms and Canaanite glosses, these rely on debatable assertions about those features. Glosses in Canaanite may function rather to indicate the language of reading, as discussed further below 20. Among the approximately 500 entries catalogued by N. Smith, "An Annotated List of Creoles, Pidgins, and Mixed Languages," in Arends et al., eds., Pidgins and Creoles, 331-74, the only mixed language that is identified as "possibly only a written form of language" is Amarna Akkadian, which is entered together with "Amarna AkkadianHurrian Pidgin" under the category "mixed jargons/pidgins" (363). Otherwise, all of the several hundred pidgins, creoles, and mixed languages that Smith catalogues are or were spoken languages; none was developed for use in writing only. Canaano-Akkadian is the only example of a mixed language exclusively used in writing that is discussed in Mixed Languages, ed. Bakker and Mous; it is treated in a brief contribution to that book by M. Kossmann ("Amarna-Akkadian as a Mixed Language," 169-73), who doubts that it was spoken (171). Thomason observes that, until recently, pidgins and creoles have been universally unwritten languages (Language Contact, 162).
21. The foregoing two citations to ? 1.5 of "Methodological Requisites" are to the second of the subsections so numbered in the copy of this article with which Izre'el graciously provided me in advance of publication. Considerations of space compel me to drastically abridge Izre'el's arguments, as well as my own counter-arguments; while this necessitates simplification and omission of detail, I hope to have avoided misrepresenting the points he articulates. in this section, while the appearance of "Akkadianisms," properly-spelt Akkadian words, and Akkadian formulae within Canaano-Akkadian texts is more simply explained as the outcome of scribal training-letter-opening formulae, in particular, would have been phrases for which fixed conventional spellings were learned. In general, if the features in question can be efficiently accounted for as products of scribal practices and spelling conventions, such a theory (predicated on what we know to have occurred, i.e., cuneiform instruction) is preferable to the fairly complicated theory (predicated on the proposition to be demonstrated, i.e., Canaano-Akkadian speech) involved in accounting for them as products of speaking Canaano-Akkadian.
The complications multiply when Izre'el develops rules to account for variation within Canaano-Akkadian, considered as "the language of the scribal community of Canaan" (?4.1). He posits that the letters these scribes wrote "form a continuum of lectal varieties" (ibid.), and describes the corpus of texts they wrote as the "community" (or, many interrelated communities, presumably one per Canaanite town; see ?5.2.1, referring to the corpus of Byblos letters). Treating texts in a corpus as if they were analogous to members of a speech community is methodologically dubious, but even if it were actually the scribes, rather than the texts, who are considered to constitute the community (as sometimes appears from the discussion in subsections of ?5), the implicit proposition that a scribe would choose among different lects each time he set stylus to clay, when in every instance "the sociolinguistic situation was one and the same" (?4.1), is problematic: inasmuch as the context of communication varied little, why shouldn't lectal variation be expected within texts as well as among them? If the equation of letters with lects multiplies entities beyond necessity, the rules proposed to govern lectal variation do so to a greater degree. In addition to being optional (?4.2.2), so that their inconsistent application tends to entail making more of them, these rules do not appear to account for the observable data very well, and the process of inferring what they are appears to involve circular logic. If the rules inferred from attested spellings provide that, for instance, the same spelling of the Ics. form of epjs'u is yielded both by (Akkadian) prefix a + stem ipus' and by (Canaanite) prefix 0 (for ') + stem ipu-, so that the "underlying prefixes" can only be determined through "knowledge of their attribution to a specific lect" (?5.2.2.1), then the postulated lects and variation among them are required to serve as premises for the interpretation of the very data adduced as evidence in support of lectal variation.
Furthermore, after extensive investigation of Ics. verb forms in the Byblos letters has resulted in identifying "two lect-dependent variants of the 1SG prefix," on the basis of which Izre'el divides the letters into two groups according to this lectal feature, it turns out that about half of the letters cannot be included, "either because there are no 1SG forms in them or because all occurring 1SG forms are ambiguous with regard to their prefix" (?5.2.3). A model that accounts only for rather more than half of the available data does not seem to possess adequate explanatory power. It is not especially strengthened by Izre'el's repeated admonitions to the effect that the operation of the rules he has inferred may be imperceptible, or even that the observable data may be misleading in relation to the rules supposed to govern them22 -how can one ascertain the validity of rules whose operation does not have 22. Such statements are made in, for example, ??6.2 and 6.4; e.g., "the surface structure of verbs with either of these two variant prefixes may be similar or identical" (?6.2)-the analogy from a modern spoken language (n. 34), in which the phenomena can actually be tested, is applicable only on the assumption that Canaano-Akkadian was spoken the way it was written-and "it may well happen that a text using one of these variant prefixes would appear to be using the other" (?6.4). regular and discernible effects? The principle of lectal variation begins to look rather like a rationale for the failure of the data to conform systematically to the rules proposed under that model. A theory involving the availability of different acceptable spelling conventions would account for the observed variation in the spelling of Ics. forms more efficiently than Izre'el's theory of lectal variation operating on verb inflection in spoken Canaano-Akkadian. Altogether, I find the proposition that Canaano-Akkadian was a spoken mixed language to be poorly supported by the evidence and arguments adduced in its favor, while the objections raised earlier to identifying it as a mixed language, spoken or written, still stand. for writing the glosses has not; indeed, the question why glosses in Canaanite or Hurrian were employed in letters addressed to Egypt has prompted some curious theories. Recently, Izre'el has argued that the scribe who wrote the tablet would sometimes serve as the messenger who carried it to its destination and read it to its addressee, and according to his argument the glosses are evidence of this, for they would have served as the scribe's notations to himself to indicate the correct reading of what he had written.26 A contrasting explanation is offered by K. van der Toorn, who has suggested that the Canaanite glosses were meant to facilitate the reading of the letter to the Canaanite ruler by a scribe other than the one who wrote it, in order that the ruler sending the letter could check its contents before it was dispatched (the same explanation would presumably apply to Hurrian glosses).27 Both of these explanations rest on the assumption that scribes competent in Canaanite and Hurrian were not normally employed at the Egyptian court. Both, furthermore, lack general applicability, solve part of one problem at the price of raising new problems, and are practically impossible to test or refute. It might occasionally have happened that the scribe who wrote a letter also served as its courier and read the letter to its addressee and it might well have been useful for a scribe encoding words in a foreign language, using polyvalent signs, to leave himself clues to the interpretation of his own handwriting. But Izre'el's proposal fails to account for (among other things) the use of Canaanite glosses in letters provided with postscripts addressed to Pharaoh's scribe, which were therefore clearly expected to be read by a scribe employed at the Egyptian court.28 Alternatively, it might have been the case that every minor Canaanite ruler employed two or more scribes in order to have the one check the other's work when taking dictation from the ruler, although this scenario would imply an improbably large scribal employment rate for Canaan;29 but it seems odd that glosses intended to aid the local Canaanite letter-checker were, as a matter of course, simply left to clutter the text for an Egyptian reader who, according to van der Toorn, could not use such Canaanite glosses. While either Izre'el's or van der Toorn's explanation for the use of glosses could perhaps be true of particular cases, both are somewhat improbable and problematic, and neither accounts for the general practice of using words in a local language to gloss texts putatively written in Akkadian, including not only letters but texts written for local use (e.g., legal and administrative documents at Ugarit and Alalai).
I would explain the Canaanite glosses otherwise, in a way that could also apply to corpora other than the Canaanite cuneiform texts. A general explanation for the use of glosses rendering logograms and Akkadian words in a local language may proceed from the assumption 29. About 100 scribes, reckoning from van der Toorn's estimate of fifty urban centers between Ugarit and Gaza (which therefore includes some cities outside of Canaan), each with its own administration employing someone able to read and write; op. cit., 99. that such glosses were written in order to assist in the reading of the cuneiform text, whether the reader worked in the same administration as the writer (even perhaps being identical to the writer) or in a different one. Therefore, the language chosen as the medium of glossing was one mutually understood by writer and reader (at least, the writer assumed a reader who shared the language of glossing). This does not mean that all scribes at the Egyptian court, for example, knew all the languages their correspondents might use, but it does mean that the Egyptian court would have employed, among its cuneiform scribes, some who knew Canaanite and some who knew Hurrian. Those of their correspondents whose native language was Hurrian would gloss in Hurrian, expecting that the scribe who read their letters would be one with the appropriate competence; similarly, those whose native language was Canaanite would gloss in Canaanite, and so forth (obviously Babylonian and Assyrian correspondents neither needed to gloss, nor, perhaps, could).
The long Hurrian letter from Mittani, EA 24, implies that Hurrian could be read in Egypt, and the capacity to write as well as read Hittite is indicated not only by the Hittite letter from Arzawa to Egypt, with its explicit request that correspondence be conducted in Hittite (EA 32), but by Pharaoh's letter in Hittite to Arzawa (EA 31). It follows that the Egyptian court-and probably most of its counterparts-conducted international relations, in some part at least, in the language of the other party to the relationship.30 Meanwhile, the assumption stated above, that glosses were intended to facilitate the reading of the cuneiform text through the medium of a shared language, has another corollary: readers of cuneiform texts in the area under discussion, Egypt and its empire in the Levant, could generally be expected to require some assistance, by means of translations into a local language, in interpreting those logograms and Akkadian words. So, what language underlay that code, and how should the code be characterized? The Canaanite words and glosses, together with the features of "hybridization" surveyed above, indicate that the language the writers of these texts encoded in cuneiform was Canaanite, the same as the language in which their tablets were read by the recipient scribes.36 Canaanite, not Akkadian, was the lingua franca shared by the scribes of Canaan and their counterparts in Egypt. The Canaanite cuneiform scribes used Akkadian not as a language but as a means of writing in cuneiform; in other words, they used cuneiform as an Akkadographic code for writing Canaanite.
If the Canaanite cuneiformists were not writing Canaanite-accented Akkadian, but writing Canaanite by means of Akkadian, their method of writing would be an instance of the phenomenon for which Gershevitch coined the term alloglottography. The term denotes, as he has put it, the use of an alien "glotta" for the "graphy" of one's own "glotta."37 This is not 36. The letter would of course have been read out loud to its addressee in his own language, thus, in translation if the addressee's language was not Canaanite, as pointed out toward the beginning of this section.
By arguing that Canaanite glosses in the Canaanite Amarna letters are evidence that these texts were to be read in Canaanite, I do not intend to imply that glosses in local languages always and everywhere indicate the language in which to read the text; in the case of the tablets the Canaanite scribes wrote, such glosses constitute one of several types of evidence pointing to that conclusion, and the absence of the remaining types of evidence in another corpus (e.g., Akkadian texts written at Ugarit) would inhibit extrapolating this argument thereto. an altogether uncommon phenomenon when a writing system is borrowed from speakers of language A by speakers of language B. A writing system, as a method of encoding language, tends to be tightly associated with the particular language it is customarily used to encode: one learns to write in that system by learning sequences of graphemes that spell words in language A, therefore, should the same writing system be adopted to write language B, the language B writers may well continue to employ the same sequences of graphemes, but simply ascribe to them new language B values, while modifying or supplementing those graphic sequences so as to indicate the correct language B reading. Gershevitch introduced the term alloglottography to characterize the use of Elamite to write Old Persian in the Persepolis tablets; for, he argues, these texts, which are inscribed with cuneiform signs that ostensibly spell Elamite words, were actually written in Old Persian, spelled Elamographically.38 When in later centuries the use of cuneiform to write Iranian languages was abandoned in favor of using the Aramaic alphabet, Parthian and Middle Persian texts were written Aramaeographically instead. A comparable case would be the adoption of the Chinese writing system to write Japanese, or, for that matter, the development of standardized Chinese to write diverse Chinese dialects.39 A close analogy to the alloglottography of Canaanite by means of Akkadian, inasmuch as it similarly involves closely cognate languages, may be found in the writing of early medieval Romance dialects by means of Latin, according to the theory developed by Roger Wright, to wit: written Latin encoded spoken Romance throughout the Latin-language areas of the defunct Roman Empire in the early medieval period; diverse local Romance languages continued to be written using the fossilized spelling of the Imperial Latin from which they evolved, until the Carolingian orthographic reforms implemented in the ninth century (and thereafter) produced a medieval Latin pronunciation norm on the one hand, and Romance spelling norms on the other. There may be many more cases of alloglottography, each differing from every other because each case concerns a particular writing system and particular languages, but it is not really necessary to search far and wide for analogies. After all, the use of cuneiform almost always involved the employment of sign sequences that spelled words in language A to write words in language B! Akkadian was written using Sumerograms alongside syllabic spellings of Akkadian words; not only Sumerograms but Akkadograms were employed at Ebla; the writing even of Sumerian employed graphic sequences that did not literally spell the words they stood for; Hittite was written using both Sumerograms and Akkadograms as well as syllabic spellings of Hittite words; and late dialects of Akkadian continued to be written using archaic, essentially Akkadographic, spellings, which bore little direct relationship to the phonology and morphology of the language they encoded.41 In all these instances, an array of modifications to the writing system, including most obviously phonetic complements, was employed to indicate what to read, in what language-sometimes just one or two signs serve to indicate that the language of a text is, say, Akkadian rather than Sumerian.42 Thus the proposal that Canaanite scribes should have encoded their own language by means of writing Akkadian, supplemented with some phonetic complements, occasional Canaanite glosses, and so forth, accords well with the norm for the use of cuneiform. Rarely, in fact, was cuneiform used in such a way that graphemes correspond directly and exactly to language. Therefore the burden of proof, it seems to me, rests on the one who would claim that in the case of the Canaanite Amarna letters, festooned as they are with Canaanite features, the graphemes do correspond exactly to language, which language must then be a hybrid of Canaanite and Akkadian-rather than that the writing of these texts graphically hybridizes Canaanite with Akkadian for the purpose of encoding Canaanite in cuneiform.43
HOW THEY WROTE CANAANITE IN CUNEIFORM
If these scribes were, on the whole, writing Canaanite by means of Akkadian, this means that in addition to using logograms based on Sumerian words they were using sign sequences that spell Akkadian words to encode Canaanite words. So, for example, just as 43. Be it noted that the prevailing theory has not been subjected to proof, the first attempt to prove it, to my knowledge, being Izre'el's "Methodological Requisites," which is critiqued herein. On the contrary, the theory that what the Canaanite scribes wrote was a hybrid language should be considered disproven to the extent that it fails to survive attempts to falsify it, such as the arguments I have made above. the signs UM-MA can be read as an Akkadogram standing for a Canaanite word akin to Ugaritic tahummu (see above, under Features of "Hybridization"), the signs A-NA can be read as an Akkadogram for the Canaanite preposition 1-, the signs I-NA as an Akkadogram for the Canaanite preposition b-, the signs I-NU-MA as an Akkadogram for the Canaanite subordinating conjunction ki, and so forth. This principle is readily applied to entire wordsnouns, independent pronouns, prepositions, and other parts of speech-and it works just as well for isolated morphemes: for example, the sign -SI served as an Akkadogram encoding the Canaanite 3fs. pronominal suffix, probably -ha; the sign sequences -SU-NU and -SI-NA served as Akkadograms encoding the 3mpl. and 3fpl. pronominal suffixes, probably -humu and -huna. Canaanite words and morphemes could also be spelled syllabically instead of Akkadographically, and Canaanite prefixes and suffixes could be applied as phonetic complements to Akkadograms, just as Akkadian ones were often applied to Sumerograms. Thus, the Canaanite personal prefixes of verb forms, y-, t-, n-, and aleph, could be represented by prefixing syllabic signs to the chosen Akkadographic bases-for instance, yi-prefixed to the base il-te-qe yields yi-il-te-qe, hypothetically standing for the Canaanite 3ms. preterite *yiqqah. To the extent meaning remained unaffected, such signs for prefixes could optionally be omitted, like phonetic complements, as they sometimes were in the case of 3ms. forms.
But there is a difficulty. Through what paradigms did the scribes convert Canaanite words into strings of cuneiform signs that, read literally, combine Canaanite verbal inflections with Akkadian ones within the same graphemes? If, as I described in the first section, the Canaanite scribes did operate with a set of Akkadian iprus, iparras, iptaras, and paris forms, which they used as bases onto which to affix Canaanite prefixes and suffixes, but these bases were conceived as sign sequences rather than actual words subject to inflection, then in theory they should have added the Canaanite affixes without modifying the bases. It would have been intrinsically impossible for a cuneiform scribe to dismember the graphemes of which the bases consisted. That is, the graphemes of a sequence such as il-te-qe could not have been parsed so as to permit modifying the final vowel to -a in order to produce the sign sequence il-te-qa, standing for a Canaanite volitive *yiqqaha; similarly, it would not have been possible to parse is-me in order to modify the final vowel to present-future -u while adding the 3ms. prefix yi-, and thereby produce the sign sequence yi-is-mu, standing for a Canaanite 3ms. present-future *yilma'u. This difficulty presents a problem for my hypothesis, but it was not a cognitive or practical problem for the Canaanite scribes whose system of writing the hypothesis seeks to explain. It is resolved by observing that these scribes probably did not operate with concepts of morphemes, stems, and the like, and therefore they did not-could not-conceptually separate prefixes and suffixes from the stems to which they were affixed; accordingly, they did not graphically separate Canaanite affixes from Akkadian bases.44 The paradigms they Such a system of orthography will seem improbable, no doubt, because in an operation such as transforming yi-il-te-qe to yi-il-te-qa in order to spell *yiqqaha, the scribe would have to choose a final sign that carried both an Akkadographic and a Canaanite element simultaneously. If Akkadian is considered as the encoding language and Canaanite the encoded language, then in this example the single sign QA must represent both an unpronounced phonetic segment belonging to the lexeme in the encoding language, and a pronounced one belonging to the morpheme in the encoded language. Would transformations involving signs so conceived not require too great mental gymnastics to be feasible? But this may seem less improbable upon considering that morphographemic spellings function in a somewhat analogous way. In the case of using morphographemic spellings within the writing of one language, that language's morphological structure could be considered to serve as the encoding language and its pronunciation as the encoded language. Take as an example the spelling is-bat-su, representing isbassu ("he seized him"), in which the syllabic sign BAT conveys an unpronounced phonetic segment belonging to the word's morphological structure along with phonetic segments belonging to its pronunciation. Morphographemic spelling practices that more closely resemble the methods of spelling proposed here for the Akkadography of Canaanite occur with some frequency in Neo-and Late Babylonian. Among the morphographemic spellings enumerated by Michael Streck in his recent study of alphabetic influence on first-millennium cuneiform orthographic practices, one of many salient examples is the spelling NI-DIN-it representing niditt (< nidintu, "gift"), in which the sign DIN simultaneously conveys an unpronounced segment belonging to the lexeme's morphological structure and phonetic segments belonging to its pronounced realization.45 In view of the orthographic operations manifest in this kind of spelling, the employment of spelling paradigms such as yi-il-te-qe, yi-il-te-qa (vel sim.) to represent *yiqqah, *yiqqaha no longer seems beyond feasibility at all.
All Equipped with flexible Akkadographic spelling paradigms which could be modified as necessary to accommodate whatever prefixes and suffixes were needed, the scribes of Canaan encoded texts written in their own language in cuneiform. Because their application of Canaano-Akkadographic spelling conventions is highly variable and individualized, the texts appear to be written in a variety of Canaano-Akkadian "idiolects," but through the mask of those spelling conventions the underlying language can be read as Canaanite.
The 1. In the letters of one subcorpus, words spelled with an I-sign in standard Akkadian are spelled with an E-sign instead (e.g., e-din instead of i-din), and Cv syllables that would normally be spelled with a Ci-sign in Akkadian may instead be spelled with a Ce-sign (e.g., e-ba-as-se instead of i-ba-al-si); such spellings "may reflect a phonemic or phonetic reality in the substrate dialect" (?2.2.1). They may well do so, if the scribes' hypothetical pronunciation of /i/ with an /e/ timbre in their native Canaanite speech (a phonological feature inferred only from the spellings it is meant to explain) led them to abandon distinguishing between I-and E-signs, which then prompted them to use Ci-and Ce-signs interchangeably as well. Arnaud and Salvini argue that the alternation among the signs I, E, and IA in some parts of the Levant does not represent phonetic reality, but that rather the three signs are "allographs" of each other ("Une lettre du roi de Beyrouth au roi d'Ougarit," 9). They 5. Some writings of energic verb forms with suffixes exhibit assimilation of the -n-of the Canaanite energic to the Akkadian suffix (e.g., nu-ub-ba-lu-us'-S'u < nubbalun+vu). While assimilation of n occurs in both Canaanite and Akkadian, in these cases it occurs across the boundary between a morpheme belonging to one language and a morpheme belonging to the other, therefore it "is certainly a trait of a spoken language transferred to the written medium" (?2.2.5; see also Izre'el, Canaano-Akkadian, ?1.3.1). This would be a strong argument, were it not that forms exhibiting such assimilation across a "trans-lingual" morpheme boundary are few, while comparable forms not exhibiting it also occur (examples In conclusion, the argument that Canaano-Akkadian must have been spoken is predicated on slender evidence, all of which can be explained as the result of the Canaanite scribes' spelling practices, rather than as the manifestation of those scribes' Canaano-Akkadian speech, and most of which can be explained more simply that way. The hypothesis that the Canaanite scribes wrote in a Canaano-Akkadian mixed language that they also spoke entails various problems and complications, without explaining the available data efficiently; the proposition that they only wrote Canaano-Akkadian encounters many of the same problems, with the additional difficulty that mixed languages used solely in writing are otherwise unknown.50 The hypothesis that the Canaanite scribes developed and used methods of writing Canaanite by means of Akkadian, on the other hand, can explain the data (albeit not altogether without difficulty) without entailing the problems and complications inherent in the alternatives. Ideally, having been scrutinized on the basis of logical criteria, each explanatory model should be subjected to experimental tests of some kind, to determine which is correct.
One way to test the hypothesis I have proposed would be to apply it to the texts the Canaanite cuneiformists wrote, as follows. Instead of reading these texts as if they were meant to be written in Akkadian, read them in Canaanite; that is, each sequence of graphemes that can be understood as a discrete word should be read as a Canaanite word, rather than an Every Canaanite scribe differed from every other in regard to his usage and understanding of cuneiform writing, and of the languages underlying what he had learned to write, as is evident from studies of distinct corpora within the Canaanite Amarna letters (such as the letters from Byblos, Tyre, and Jerusalem; see above, n. 5). Therefore my hypothesis that these scribes used cuneiform Akkadographically, and my outline of how they wrote Canaanite in cuneiform, would surely not be found universally applicable throughout all the various text groups. Not all the scribes need have learned to write according to the same curriculum, up to the same level of proficiency, and the evidence indicates that they did not. Even if there turns out to be substantial variation in its application, however, the proposal that the scribes of Canaan learned a more-or-less common set of writing conventions has greater explanatory power and is intrinsically more probable than the proposal, implicit in the conventional approach to the study of this material, that these scribes all learned a hybrid language combining their own language with Akkadian, and that they then wrote this hybrid in cuneiform. The next step in this inquiry is to investigate how cuneiform writing was taught and learned in Canaan, and in what ways instruction and use of cuneiform involved language.
CUNEIFORM IN CANAAN
Where and how did Canaanite scribes learn cuneiform? Did they-as is commonly assumed-necessarily learn the Akkadian language in the process of learning to write in cuneiform? What curriculum and instruction methods produced the observable results that these scribes, at least during the Amarna period, wrote Canaano-Akkadian (whether this was a language or a means of writing one)? Answering these questions is not a straightforward matter, since there is virtually no direct evidence on the basis of which to address them.62 It is possible, however, to define the parameters within which probable answers may be found, by identifying what kinds of evidence exist and determining what assumptions may be valid predicates for interpreting that evidence.
Considering Late Bronze Age material only, besides the Canaanite Amarna letters, the body of evidence relevant to this discussion includes the approximately fifty cuneiform tablets and fragments found in Canaan and dating to the Late Bronze.63 These few dozen 60. The form of the Akkadian verb suggests that it stands for a Canaanite prefix-conjugation form, either an imperfect, *ikla'u ("I do not withhold"), or, since the Akkadian base is provided with no -u suffix, a preterite *ikla'; however, since the verbs in 11. 13-14 continue the succession of suffix-conjugation forms in 11. 11-12, it seems likely that they would take the same form. texts constitute a variegated and rather eccentric assortment: they range in date throughout the Late Bronze Age, inasmuch as their dates can be fixed within that range; they come from numerous different sites; many are small fragments, of indeterminate type, or barely even legible, thus serving as evidence for nothing more than that "cuneiform was used here"; furthermore, among these texts are several unique and unparalleled items like the cylindrical "letter" from Beth Shean.64 But this odd assortment also includes a rather high proportion of lexical material-four out of about forty items, or one-tenth of the total, coming from three different sites (Aphek, Ashkelon, and Hazor)-as well as fragments of literary texts that were used in scribal training, such as the Gilgamesh fragment found at Megiddo (where it was apparently brought from elsewhere).65 Before examining the evidence in more specific terms, however, the premises on which discussion of the use and instruction of cuneiform in Canaan has hitherto been predicated require scrutiny.
This noun is attested in
First, discussions of cuneiform instruction in Canaan tend to speak of "schools," and to extrapolate from the very sparse evidence a fairly elaborate scribal curriculum which was putatively modelled on that of Mesopotamia and enhanced by the inclusion of local languages.66 These discussions do not explain (and usually fail to consider) how the postulated curriculum produced the Canaano-Akkadian writing system. Regardless of whether a "school" is conceived as a distinct institution (perhaps housed in its own building) or simply as a collective comprising teacher(s), curricular texts, and students cuneiform script went hand in hand with the acquisition of Akkadian as a language"; Demsky states that scribal education involved the study of both the Sumerian and Akkadian languages; meanwhile, Izre'el, clearly aware of the underlying epistemological issue, insists that the Canaanite scribes understood Akkadian to be a language distinct from their own, and that they thought Akkadian was the language in which they wrote.67 Assertions such as these, like the conventional idea that Akkadian was the lingua franca of the secondmillennium Near East, are predicated on assuming the exact identity of writing with language, an assumption that has been shown above to be unreliable. The Akkadian columns of lexical texts are customarily taken to be self-evident proof that the Akkadian language was taught, in the same way that the preponderance of syllabically spelled Akkadian words (along with logograms) in the Canaanite cuneiform texts is taken to be prima facie evidence that the language of these texts was a dialect of Akkadian. However, it is the lexical component of language which is most readily fixed in writing through spelling conventions. Therefore-in the same way that Canaano-Akkadian texts could have been written Akkadographically rather than in Akkadian-lexical texts could have been used to teach cuneiform spelling at least as easily as to teach Akkadian vocabulary. Edzard, pointing out how small is the vocabulary used in some of the Canaanite Amarna letters, has observed that many of the Canaanite scribes were "very limited in their knowledge of writable words" (emphasis mine; Edzard, "Amarna und die Archive seiner Korrespondenten," 253). This would be the likely result of learning to spell a limited set of words and formulas in cuneiform, without necessarily learning to use the Akkadian language.
Statements to the effect that the study of cuneiform necessarily entailed the study of the Akkadian (or Sumerian) language too simplistically assume not only that writing must record language (rather than encoding linguistically interpretable information), but that writing implies explicit linguistic knowledge. Surely some of the Canaanite cuneiformists did learn Akkadian in the course of learning to write, but it is likely that others learned very little if any of the Akkadian language, and simply learned enough Akkadograms, Sumerograms, and syllabic signs to fulfill the limited purposes writing served in their towns. Meanwhile, the cleverest of these scribes developed methods to indicate the correct Canaanite reading of the texts they wrote: a system of Canaanite phonetic complements, and syllabic spellings of Canaanite words.
The especially the Canaanite form of the Ics. pronoun, 'aniki (spelled a-nu-ki), the evidence detailed by Moran suggests rather that the Jerusalem scribe was a Canaanite who learned to write in Syria.69 There may also have been instances of the converse, when a teacher was imported into Canaan, perhaps only temporarily; this possibility is evoked by recent discussion of the letter to Birassena found at Shechem, although the text itself contains no clear evidence either that the writer was a teacher or that the subject was scribal instruction.70 It does not seem likely, however, that most Canaanite scribes got to study abroad or with a teacher visiting from abroad. Many of them must have trained with their fathers, as was normal for other crafts. 71 Let us return to the evidence of the cuneiform texts found in Canaan, in particular the lexical texts, which may attest to scribal education in Canaan, and the Canaano-Akkadian forms that occasionally occur in non-lexical texts, which may complicate as well as complement the interpretation of the Canaano-Akkadian hybrid in which the Canaanite Amama letters are written.
The four lexical texts found at Aphek, Ashkelon, and Hazor would seem to constitute direct evidence not only for writing instruction but language instruction. For two of these texts, perhaps three, offer syllabically spelled Canaanite translations of logograms and of Akkadian words. The one from Hazor is a fragment of a HAR-ra = iubullu excerpt, in which only part of one column of logograms is preserved; being a surface find, it was dated on the basis of palaeography, and might be late Middle Bronze (= late Old Babylonian) rather than early Late Bronze. 72 The lexical text found at Ashkelon is also a HJAR-ra = bubullu fragment, but this one comes from a tablet that included Canaanite columns. The fragment preserves part of one column giving the Canaanite translations of a series of entries, and part of another column to its right (separated by a double vertical ruling) giving the logograms that began another series of entries; the original tablet presumably had threecolumn entries that gave logograms followed by Akkadian and then Canaanite equivalents. 73 One of the two lexical fragments found at Aphek contains triplicate entries that consist of a logogram followed by syllabically spelled Akkadian and Canaanite equivalents, each separated by a gloss mark; entries for "water," "wine," and perhaps "oil" and "honey" are partly preserved, written on what appears to have been a cylindrical clay prism mounted on a stick.74 The other lexical fragment from Aphek preserves remnants of two columns, logograms to the left and syllabic spellings of words that could be either Canaanite or Akkadian (e.g., alpu) to the right, written on a tablet only one side of which had been prepared as a writing surface; its left portion had apparently been broken off in antiquity and the resultant edge smoothed, which suggested to Rainey, the tablet's editor, that it had been used as a school text.75 As Rainey points out, neither of the lexical texts from Aphek derives from a known lexical series.76 Thus, they would seem to be indigenous Canaanite creations, whether for pedagogical or other purposes.
The lexical texts from both Ashkelon and Aphek certainly demonstrate that at least some scribes in Canaan were cognizant of the languages underlying cuneiform writing, and that they deliberately engaged not only in Canaanite-Akkadian translation, but in developing syllabic Canaanite spellings corresponding to logograms and to Akkadian spellings. They may well have been doing this well after the Amarna period, however, for the Ashkelon fragment was found in a thirteenth-century context, and the Aphek fragments in a building destroyed toward the end of the thirteenth century.77 Meanwhile, the columns of these texts that give logographic and Akkadian spellings, along with the fragments of traditional Sumero-Akkadian lexical texts such as that found at Hazor, testify to instruction in cuneiform, but not necessarily to instruction in Sumerian and Akkadian. With regard to the Sumerian lexical lists used at Ebla one millennium earlier, Miguel Civil points out that these lists could have been read either in Sumerian or in Semitic, and concludes: "Thus the lists written in Sumerian did not represent the words of a lingua franca used by persons speaking different languages, but rather they were litteraefrancae, so to speak, that could be read in almost any language.""78 His observation can be applied as well to Sumero-Akkadian lexical texts and cuneiform writing in the second-millennium Levant. It was within the framework of learning and using an Akkadographic system of writing cuneiform that Canaanite scribes developed Canaano-Akkadian, during the Late Bronze Age.
This 91. At Ugarit, though several scripts and languages were available, a tight correlation between script and language was maintained. The local alphabet was almost never used to write texts in any but the local Ugaritic language, while the imported cuneiform script was never used to write texts in Ugaritic. Evidently, therefore, the multilingual vocabularies provided with a Ugaritic column were created for purposes of reference or instruction rather than to facilitate writing Ugaritic texts in Mesopotamian cuneiform. (I am obliged to both Jerry Cooper and John Huehnergard for stressing these points, separately, in personal communications.) By analogy, the Canaanite multilingual vocabularies were probably created for similar purposes. Such purposes could have included systematizing the syllabic writing of Canaanite words by integrating this element of Canaanite scribal practice into pedagogical or reference materials, even if no scribe ever conceived of writing entire texts syllabically in Canaanite.
At the same time, in some Canaanite towns Canaano-Akkadian was replaced by standard Middle Babylonian, according to Arnaud and Salvini's study of letters sent from Beirut (see above, p. 671, with n. 85).
Pinhas Artzi has sketched the progression of Canaanite cuneiform literacy thus: after an "earlier, Mesopotamian peripheral phase," embracing the Middle Bronze Age and ending in the fifteenth century, there follows a "later, Western peripheral phase," characterized by the use of Canaanized Akkadian, glosses, and multilingual "dictionaries." The transition from the earlier to the later phase, Artzi speculates, might have resulted from a "brain-drain," specifically, "the voluntary or forced emigration of learned scribes"-to Egypt.92 The scribes left behind in Canaan, lacking the means to maintain standard Mesopotamian-style cuneiform education, fell back on the resources of their native language, and so produced the CanaanoAkkadian "hybrid," while figuring out how to write Canaanite in cuneiform.93 This is a seductive hypothesis, and it can work even without Artzi's proposed "brain drain." There were never so very many scribes in Canaan that the mere passing of a well-trained generation, in the absence of adequate local schools to train their successors, would not have drastically altered the character of cuneiform literacy there. Long ago, in the Middle Bronze Age, they had learned to write Akkadian in cuneiform on the Old Babylonian model; in the early Late Bronze Age, some scribes began incorporating Canaanite features in their writing, perhaps without being aware that they were doing so. During the next few generations, learning to write in cuneiform was transformed into learning a set of spelling paradigms with which to encode linguistic expression, and the underlying language was now the scribes' own, Canaanite. The system of writing that the latter generations learned comprised logograms, Akkadograms, and syllabic signs that were employed both to supplement the logograms and Akkadograms as phonetic complements, and simply to write words in Canaanite. Some scribes became highly literate in this writing system, and polyglots among them could write Egyptian words in cuneiform, or even write good Akkadian, along with Canaanite, while other scribes learned only to spell a limited set of words and phrases. At last, perhaps, realizing that the intermediary of logograms and Akkadograms could be dispensed with-as happened with other writing systems, at other times and places-some clever scribes might have begun to develop the use of cuneiform to write Canaanite syllabically. But their evanescent efforts, conjectured only from the meager remains of two or three lexical texts, were cut short by the adoption of the alphabet and the transition to the Iron Age.94 encode different languages, in diverse regions: not Sumerian and Akkadian, but cuneiform litterae francae (adopting Civil's coinage, cited above), were the medium of written communication among the multitude of Near Eastern states, with their multiplicity of tongues. Certainly, in many places outside Mesopotamia, cuneiform literati did learn and use the Akkadian language in writing, for example, at Iattusa, Ugarit, and indeed at Akhetaten, too. I do not intend to imply that the model I propose for the Canaanite use of cuneiform is to be extrapolated to every locality where both the cuneiform script and the Akkadian language were imported, nor to every text corpus wherein the form of Akkadian is discernibly affected by the local spoken languages. But this model may well be found applicable for other text corpora that are characterized by the same set of elements as the Canaanite Amarna letters, i.e., the use of words and syntax according to the rules of the local language, the employment of glosses in the local language, and some degree of apparent hybridization between Akkadian and the local language. No longer, then, would Akkadian be seen as the common language of communication from Susa to Thebes. To put it more pointedly, no longer would we imagine platoons of scribes studying Akkadian in order to write letters to Egypt and elsewhere, then bowdlerizing the language into a host of ultra-localized idiolects whose proper analysis can occupy legions of scholarly careers. Meanwhile, the stock of Canaanite would rise. On the theory that Canaano-Akkadian was not a hybrid language but the Akkadographic writing of Canaanite, it emerges that we have numerous extant tablets written in Canaanite, for the scribes of Canaan wrote their own language in cuneiform, rather than being entirely in the thrall of Mesopotamian scribal tradition. More significantly, perhaps, Canaanite emerges as the spoken and written lingua franca of part of Egypt's empire in the Levant.
We whose means to knowledge are primarily textual too readily presume that the text is the reality, but historically texts have more usually served as memoranda (or advertisements, or creators) of reality. Indeed, the concept of a text-based lingua franca may be altogether inappropriate to a world where communication, even when mediated through writing, was not fundamentally textual but oral. Such was the literate Near Eastern world of the second millennium B.C.E.
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